In the second part of her study, Anderson relies upon Gerald Genette's theories of narratology in order to explore the narrator's presence and significance. Moderato Cantabile, the most readerly text among the three, appears to be a series of cinematographic scenes. Anderson Florida, 1993. Pp. 192. M. Keith Booker's Literature and Domination will not teach readers specific facts; yet they certainly will learn a great deal in the process of reading this work, as such is the paradox of true literary critical discourse.
Booker's study is indeed a generously intelligent and highly informed piece of criticism. What is the big deal about "literature," in general, and what is the big deal about "domination," in particular? asks the author. These are not so simple questions after all, as Booker himself is involved in the dynamics of epistemological domination which he is attempting to address. Nonetheless, literary mastery may be of a different type, as the author believes that "Literature has the potential to explore and illuminate objects of inquiry in a mode of dialogue and performance rather than by seeking to dominate them in the traditional mode of science" (5). This thoroughly reflexive study proposes to reveal, through a well-chosen selection of modern texts, various ways in which literature's special "potential" can yield intellectual fulfillment without imposing interpretive closure.
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Each of the six chapters in Booker's study sets out to debunk a specific mode of domination likely to occur in literary representation. De- tailed and telling, the chapters' titles deserve to be cited in full. In his first chapter, "This is Not a Pot: The Assault on Scientific Language in Samuel Beckett's Watt," Booker outlines the basis of his subsequent argument: no critical discourse will ever dominate the work of art. By its very resistance to epistemological interpretation, Beckett's Watt aims to deconstruct the myth of a possible rational discourse inherited from an ill-named era of Enlightenment. In a second chapter entitled "Tradition, Authority, and Subjectivity: Narrative Constitution of the Self in The Waves," Booker gives to both male and female readers a very perceptive and gender-concerned account of Woolf's intriguing text. The Waves, in a sense at odds with the traditional masculine egotistic drive for domination, dramatizes a narrative selfemerging from a plurality of moods and characters. The third chapter, "Adorno, Althusser, and Humbert Humbert: Nabokov's Lolita as Neo-Marxist Critique of Bourgeois Subjectivity," offers a radically new perspective on the now classic text. Lolita is not only shown as undermining the very process of interpellation it criticizes (here advertising); it also "provides substantial literary support for the neo-Marxist critique of bourgeois society" (89); it likewise warns against any critical discourses which would attempt to limit the interpretive process to a single locus of contention. Probably more on account of Pynchon's writing than Booker's criticism, "Mastery and Sexual Domination: Imperialism as Rape in Pynchon's V" proved to be, at any rate to me, the least appealing chapter of the book.
Among other things, the reader is invited to acknowledge that certain "scenes of literal rape add dramatically to the horror of Pynchon's text, and to his suggestions of the relationship between imperialism and a sadistic drive for sexual domination" (93) . As true as this may be, I have difficulty appreciating rape as a metaphor used to undermine any sort of political tragedy: rape is not a metaphor but a tragedy in itself. Chapter Five provides a pleasant relief from the one preceding it: "Who's the Boss? Reader, Author, and Text in Calvino's If on a Winter's Night a Traveler" focuses on "reading as a quest for domination of the text" as Calvino both dramatizes and makes impossible the very act of reading any novel, beginning with his own (18). I find this chapter to be the most convincing of all-in addition to analyzing Calvino's humorous and witty novel, Booker discusses in depth other diverging critical approaches. In his final and resolutely inconclusive chapter, however, Booker goes back to the beginnings of his critical endeavor, as well as to his author of predilection, Beckett. "Against Epistemology in Reading and Teaching: The Failure of Interpretive Mastery in Beckett's The Lost Ones" is the coda of a somewhat subdued fugue: the critic re/turned teacher proposes a practical way to seduce a class of undergraduates with the lure of interpretive mastery. Here, the reader learns that Beckett's novel "is an ideal text for the exploration of the process of seeking mastery and domination through reading and therefore provides a paradigmatic illustration of the concepts discussed in this study " (142) .
Keith Booker's Literature and Domination is a rich and refreshing piece of criticism. It is definite in content, yet humble in tone. The text presents no jargon that is not readily and adequately accounted for. The author is knowledgeable in his field of research, and quotations and names seem to come to his text in a happily unaffected way. This is a wise and intellectually pleasing book, which in itself bears witness to the fact "that the natural desire for hermeneutic mastery of the text need not lead to a totalizing demand for closure and resolution" (141 (2) . The title of the book appears to be a response to Umberto Eco's L 'Oeuvre ouverte, and Chevillot's perceptive analysis is informed by both Eco's notion of the "open" work and the methodology of narratologists such as Gerard Genette and Gerald Prince. Using Genette's distinction between "histoire," "recit," and "narration," she examines what role these three categories play in narrative opening and closure and how they affect the dual process of writing and reading the first and last pages of a text.
The introduction to La Reouverture du texte provides a brief but exhaustive chronological overview of studies of opening and closure done over the last thirty years. Whereas most of these analyses define "opening" as the first few sentences or pages of a novel, Chevillot looks at longer segments of text, which she calls "les mouvements d'ouverture et de cloture" (18), and while most of the earlier studies examine the question of closure without any reference to opening, she rejects the concept of closure in favor of "reouverture" or "eternelle ouverture" (14) : "Narrative ou textuelle, la notion meme de cloture n'est plus viable; elle est inconcevable" (14). The five following chapters illustrate the notion of "reouverture" in an interesting series of close readings of different types of novels by a wide range of authors: Honore de Balzac, Samuel Beckett, Alain Robbe-Grillet, Unlike her other texts, most notably "The Laugh of the Medusa" and "Sorties," that have dealt almost exclusively with her theory of a specifically feminine writing (ecriture feminine), Cixous asks us to "leave women aside for today" (115). She offers us instead insights into her writing process so that we may come to understand our own difficult "journeys into writing." She divides the text into three parts: "The School of the Dead," "The School of Dreams," and "The School of Roots." Throughout her discussion she also draws on lessons she learned from the authors who have most influenced her life and work, including Clarice Lispector, Jean Genet, Marina Tsvataeva, Fyodor Dostoyevsky, and above all Franz Kafka.
Cixous introduces us to "The School of the Dead" by exploring connections between death and writing. Focusing on her belief that something or someone must necessarily die in order for good writing to be born, she contends that our lives gain meanig only when we confront our own mortality and begin to desire immortality in words-an immortality that, according to Cixous, can only be a dream. For, just as in reading we rewrite the book and erase the author, in writing we annihilate ourselves by offering our stories up for erasure by the reader. Writing thus becomes an im-
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In the second section of her study, "The School of Dreams," Cixous examines the crucial role dreams play in writing. "The book," she writes, "is the Door-the dream of the other that doesn't escape us-that dreams us" (58). Dreams have a special power for Cixous because they represent the door to the most foreign of countries that exists inside each of us, the unconscious. She celebrates the unconscious as the place from which her own writing and, indeed, all good writing springs and returns. After all, she maintains that the best texts will transport the reader "towards foreign lands, toward the foreigner in ourselves. Traveling in the unconscious, that inner foreign country, foreign home, country of lost countries" (70).
Traveling 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] , Art. 14 http://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol20/iss2/14 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1404 nothing to say about the 'event' of the French Revolution. As for the `principles' invoked by the Revolution-that's another story" (30). The philosopher is always removed from the event appearing in front of him or her as a spectacle. Consequently, the political commitment of the philospher and his or her support to a cause become a moral judgment, whatever the constantly changing actuality of current events. Thus the committed philosopher can be led to support atrocious political systems, by principle. "Though there is surely a morality that is universal, there is no such thing as a universal politics. It is simply not possible for philosophers to announce that 'everything is political' " (40). The goal of the philosophy of current events could then only be to help us correct the conceptual systems that allow us to give meaning, to understand actuality, in different circumstances.
Unfortunately, when Habermas characterizes modern and anti-modern discourses with a Hegelian terminology, he does not situate them in relationship to their historic framework: "he is privileging a particular national tradition" (48 Starting with a critical reading of Heidegger's work, Descombes analyzes next the problem of the presuppostions to the formation of an epochal metaphysics. If any relationship between technic and nature presupposes a metaphysics, the metaphysics of the atomic age is based on the principle of sufficient reason as it was defined by Leibniz. For Heidegger, the very existence of this principle indicates that there is a general ontology for which we must find the reasons of existence. This rise to the extremes, the passage from "there is" to "we must," characterizes the passage from the question of existence to the question of being in Heidegger's work. Against Heidegger's disciples who limit the principle of reason to a "generalized calculability" (109), Descombes operates a return to Leibniz in order to praise the advantages of "the divine mathematics" of the harmonia mundi (111). In this manner, the problem of being joins the problem of agreement and tuning to existence. In the end, for Descombes, "the various Western metaphysics 'grew out of Western culture" and not the opposite (121). Consequently, "the very notion of a 'metaphysics of the age' is incoherent" (124 
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] hence their voices are often diffused within the texts of the beloved ones that they want to preserve for posterity. The devotional mission that these women took upon themselves eventually had to be balanced with the creative drive that lies behind any process of writing, and it is the latter, according to Professor Holmgren, that differentiates Chukovskaia's works from Mandelstam's writing. Chukovskaia's memoirs and fiction "never overtly challenged the culturally and paternally sanctioned model of a 'poetically educated' woman (an enlightened female intelligent)" but remained within the rigidly defined gender role for women as gatekeepers of the mancreated culture (172). She never went beyond the traditional modes of man-centered patterns of discourse which would present the idealized picture of their beloved friends as social stereotypes of martrys and national heroes. Mandelstam's memoirs, on the other hand, challenged this devotional stance of writing by violating the taboos of hagiographic discourse.
Her probing into the intimate and "profane" subject matters and her refusal to canonize the literary elite, including such female "archdeaconesses" of the Russian avant-garde as Anna Akhmatova, as well as her positive reassessment of the "weak" and "meek" persons, who in fact helped to shape culture behind the stage of official literary production (that had to conform to the rigid patters of Socialist realism), eventually helped her to transgress the role of a "meek" gatekeeper of cultural dissent. Hence, Professor Holmgren suggests that it is by challenging the official patterns of traditional writing that Mandelstam managed not only to deviate from the tra-
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] (14) . This script, McPherson further contends, is "being recognized and inscribed as a kind of intertext in many novels by twentieth-century women writers" revealing the guilt (crime?) still attached to women who dare to write (10).
Each chapter follows an investigative pattern which attempts to 1) locate inscriptions of "a formal or substantive structure of authorities"; 2) identify "criminal circumstances" and "the pattern and logic of incrimination"; and 3) find "the articulation of a woman's voice that is telling" (13) . The first and longest chapter, "The Voice of Reason," is devoted to L'invitee. It is a good example of McPherson's insightful reading. This text she finds "the most (deceptively) accessible and the most frustrating of the four texts" (14). Not surprisingly, in view of the current scholarship on Beauvoir, it is also the text that is the least subversive, despite the main female protagonist's declaration at the end of the novel that "She had chosen herself." McPherson shows that the real crime is not the killing of Xaviere, but the guilt that Francoise feels about her betrayal of Xaviere. As the "Other Woman," Xaviere becomes a reflection of Francoise's criminal self. "X-ing Xaviere is not the crime; it is the only way to wipe out the crime" (50). What is at stake in this text is Francoise's inability to accept her own irrational parts. Fruitfully reading Beauvoir's fiction alongside her autobiography, McPherson brings to light Beauvoir's obsessive preoccupation with the fear of losing control and her game of hide and seek with the "truth." McPherson sees the ending of L 'invitee, and indeed the whole novel, as a highly "policed" text in which both Francoise and Beauvoir refuse to face the full significance of their acts. Of particular interest is her analysis of Francoise's blindness to the power that Pierre wielded in her life and will continue to wield despite her claims to have come to her own self through her crime. If, as the critic contends, Pierre (modeled after Sartre) is one of the inscriptions of the law in the novel, Beauvoir is the other one, and "the most vigilant of all" (64), for "in her attempt to shield Sartre from scrutiny, [she] granted Pierre total immunity" (62). Ultimately L 'invitee is "a novel resisting its own criminal passions and its own crime story" (65). McPherson concludes that "just as the crime in the novel was to wipe out crime, the novel itself may be an attempt to expunge the very crime it represents (that of a woman writing)" (65).
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The essay focuses on the gestural language of music-not on "feelings" -and even projects a music of silence: insights that have more to do with Mallarme and Celan, or with Kafka and Beckett, than with the novelists highlighted in Melnick's study. Perhaps the "full" emptiness of dissonance is found in these authors, and particularly in poetry? How does this take us to Schoenberg, the "emancipator of dissonance," whom Melnick brackets with Nietzsche? (Yet . . . as the act of imagining can negate the processes of consciousness, Schoenberg's music offers a paradigmatic model for dissonant narrative which conveys within that negation a liberating attitude toward consciousness [58] ).
We all know that notions of dissonance are relative to historical periods and differ vastly throughout the parts of the globe. Charles Rosen states succinctly (and perhaps at first glance shockingly) that the "primary means of musical expression is dissonance" (Arnold Schoenberg, Viking Press, 1975 [23] This points up the weakness of Melnick's handling of his important topic and explains the frustrations of the reader. The study is simply too brief, almost to the point of being sketchy. The three novelists chosen require a much fuller analysis in terms of musical-literary "dissonant" elements. The most satisfactory chapter is that on Mann's Doctor Faustus, in which the Nietzschean-Schoenbergian worlds intersect in the figure of the composer Leverktihn. But just as Leverkiihn's aspirations as a demonic composer owe too much to T.W. Adorno's mentorship of Mann, so the presence of Adorno is too dominant in Melnick's study. Adorno, with his cheerlessly dogmatic partisanship for the Second Viennese School, effectively prevents Melnick from giving due consideration to dissonant composers like Bartok, Ives, and Varese, and-most pertinently-Stravinsky' s compositions during the years 1910-20. There may be a genuine "fullness of dissonance" in Le Sacre du printemps, a point of intersection where the Nietzschean (German/Greek) Dionysus meets a (French/Russian) Apollo, and where both of them converge with a new kind of exuberance. This is another method of emancipating dissonance, which Adorno refuses to countenance for dialectical and ideological reasons. There are, after all, more things in heaven and on earth than are dreamt of in Adorno's philosophy, and there may be more than one kind of musical "utopia."
A few minor matters: The reference to Baudelaire on page 41 is incorrect; it should be Tannhauser, not Tristan. If Joyce is discussed, then why not spend some time and energy dealing with Finnegans Wake, at least in the context of "dissonant" fiction? The reference to three of Kafka's stories is not particularly helpful in a discussion of dissonance. Kafka ought to have been discussed, but at length. (In Kafka every apparent consonance is a dissonance which can't be resolved.) Finally, the syllabification of Nietzsche is so consistently bungled by the typesetter that it offends the eye after a while (or the nose; one wants to sneeze).
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] , Art. 14 http://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol20/iss2/14 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1404 critics and literary scholars. These works are felt to be inferior, less successfully realized, but also "atypical," because they differ greatly in form and tone from the earlier short stories. This exclusion seems unjustified to Linda Hart Scatton. Her book, Mikhail Zoshchenko: Evolution of a Writer, is mostly devoted to the more obscure dimensions of the writer's literary to offer analysis or thoughtful assessment of the longer, more problematic works, and even fewer have tried to place these works within the context of Zoshchenko's writings as a whole" (6). Her study finally fills this gap.
Scatton's book has a unique quality which is becoming rare in contemporary criticism: it is based on a thorough knowledge of documents and empirical facts. Therefore, it transmits to the reader precious information on Zoshchenko and on the social context in which he lived and created. Scatton analyzes carefully the structure and style of each individual work, and at the same time devotes much attention to the text's critical reception, which, in the Soviet Union, often took the form of a lynching or a witch hunt. If specialists of Russian literature will appreciate the discovery of an "other" Zoshchenko that has been excluded from anthologies and textbooks, all readers will find this encounter enriching from another perspective. While describing the evolution of Zoshchenko's career, his constant search for new forms, his experiments in style and narrative devices, his "deviations from well-trod literary paths," Scatton once again tells the fascinating tale of the writer's combat against the primitive and vulgar mentality of the Soviet literary establishment. I would like, however, to express some reservations concerning the main idea that underlies the author's investigation. Scatton feels that it is important that the longer works "be viewed against the background of the short stories and feuilletons" that made Zoshchenko so popular, in order to prove that his "writing was not in the least contradictory and that it evolved in a most natural and consistent fashion" (54). I fail to understand why it is so important to eliminate all contradictions and tensions in the evolution of Zoshchenko's writing. If the collected works of an artist cannot be considered as an organic whole, does it make them weaker, less interesting? If the longer works are valuable in themselves, is it necessary to argue that they must be treated as "natural outgrowths" of the earlier short stories? Scatton establishes various links between the two periods: first of all, in works such as Youth Restored and A Skyblue Book, Zoshchenko retained the "simple syntax, straightforward delivery and short, choppy sentence structure" that he used in the 1920s, and did not abandon the first-person narration (skaz) which was "a favored and recurrent medium for him" (246); next, Zoshchenko pursued the continuous experiments in language, style, genre, and narrative devices that characterized the earlier texts; finally, on the level of "content," he retained "a consistent focus on the individual, on his or her attempt to come to terms with self and surroundings, using the mental and material means available" (254). This latest element seems crucial to Scatton. She defines Zoshchenko's prose as a "didactic medium," and argues that "For him, writing and teaching had been one from the very beginning. Through [all his works], the goal remained the same: 'to bring his contemporaries to their senses, to help them become more human.' And he included himself among them" (258).
My major objection to Scatton's thesis is that she disregards one fundamental difference between the two periods: the gradual toning down, and eventually total effacement, of humor, whether in the form of satire, parody, or irony. Zoshchenko's contemporaries never followed him in his search for new forms, because they remained indifferent to the tonality and intention of the more serious works. Zoshchenko was appreciated by readers as a hilarious and subversive humorist, and once he abandoned humor, he was himself abandoned by the public. Scatton argues that the humor of the earlier period "had been only the medium," and that "the message remained the same": "By means of the short stories and feuilletons, Zoshchenko made people laugh at themselves and hoped that the laughter would promote changes in their attitudes and behavior. Later, he preferred the means of straight example, a prescription for self-improvement which readers might at least consider trying for themselves" (256). Zoshchenko might have been "a moralist by nature," but should we blame his "uneducated readers" for being oblivious to the didactic element in his prose and "neighing like horses?" And should we treat humor as a "simple medium" that was used by Zoshchenko to transmit to his readers an edifying message? I tend to believe that humor is in itself a moral stand, a moral stand which is incompatible with any type of didacticism or moralism.
In conclusion, regardless of my objections to the general orientation of Scatton's thesis, I still feel that her book offers us a unique learning experi-
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 20, Iss. 2 [1996] Poniatowska's work exemplifies the testimonial and documentary narrative, Fernando del Paso's is the "total novel," Jose Emilio Pacheco's is a precise, straightforward neorealism, and Jose Agustin's ambitious production is emblematic of "Onda narrative." While these choices of author and works are pertinent and insightful, they also concentrate our focus on wellknown writers, down playing other applicable tendencies mentioned in the introduction. Because these works are "representative" here, the demarcation between different tendencies is sharpened, limiting the possibilities for overlap, for dialogue between texts. For readers already familiar with these authors, however, Steele's attention to gender in every instance illuminates new aspects of the texts and the inclusion of a variety of critical perspectives-Bakhtin, Foucault 
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The final chapter is devoted to the study of the poetic identity and difference within the context of Carpentier's Concierto barroco and Harris' Black Marsden. Her claim is that their aim is "to overthrow all notions of cultural domination in order to achieve an open-ended vision of fiction and reality" (129). Cross-cultural landscapes, displacements, degradation, and misrepresentation of cultures are some of the elements these novels present, thus exploring the highly complex world of cultural identities and differences.
One major drawback of this book, which can be partly attributed to the methodology employed, is an excessive emphasis on plot summary. In order to explain her mythical interpretation of the novels, the author summarizes many passages, making the reading somewhat simplistic and boring. Another weakness is that the dichotomy Webb uses in the framework of her study is not sufficiently problematized, ignoring most of the positions that see myth and history as totally contradictory, incompatible, and distorting.
Apart from these problems I find this book to be extremely enlightening and interesting. It demonstrates the power of myth criticism and its epistemological capabilities, and Professor Webb's ability to reunite the diverse and see beyond mere appearances.
